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FOREWORD

Cohesion has long been a core concept in psychology and sociology, and has garnered a
great deal of attention in the past decade. Military units rely on cohesive teams for mission
success and Soldier safety. Aviation researchers have recognized that function and the high-risks
they frequently encounter. Although the U.S. Army has increasingly viewed cohesion as a key
to the success of combat operations, a comprehensive review of the cohesion literature yielded
few published studies specifically addressing the cohesion in military rotary-wing aircrews.

The purpose of this review was to examine these bodies of literature from the past decade
and to identify a set of characteristics associated with cohesive teams. The aim was to extract the
facets of cohesion that can readily be applied to the Army rotary-wing aviation environment.
The primary dimensions gleaned from this research are summarized, and a schematic of cohesion
generated from these studies' findings is presented. In addition, an annotated bibliography of the
key studies from which these dimensions emerged is provided.

The work described here is a product of the Consortium Research Fellows Program and was
supervised by the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, Rotary
Wing Aviation Research Unit (ARI RWARU). The findings were briefed to the ARI RWARU
Chief and unit personnel in April 2004.

MICHELLE SAMS
Technical Director
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COHESION IN MILITARY AND AVIATION PSYCHOLOGY: AN ANNOTATED
BIBLIOGRAPHY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR U.S. ARMY AVIATION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research Requirement:

The U.S. Army rotary-wing aviation community depends upon the cohesion of aircrews
for safety and mission success. Members of aviation teams must develop and maintain
cooperative team relationships, establish shared mental models, monitor workload levels,
exchange mission information, and cross monitor each other's performance in order to
effectively coordinate their actions. In response to rising human error-related accident rates, the
Army is currently revitalizing its Aircrew Coordination Training Program to reinforce the
philosophy that flight tasks can be performed more effectively by the coordinated efforts of
cohesive crews. Finding few published studies specifically addressing the development of
cohesion among rotary-wing military aircrews, the purpose of this review is to examine cohesion
research in the military psychology and aviation psychology literature from the past decade
(1993 to 2003). The aim is to extract the facets of cohesion studied by military and aviation
psychologists that can readily be applied to the Army rotary-wing aviation environment.

Procedure:

As part of a larger research and development project aimed at enhancing the Army's
Aircrew Coordination Training Program, the researchers conducted an extensive review of the
cohesion literature. In addition to team cohesion, the concepts of teamwork, leadership,
communication, groupthink, productivity, conflict and self-efficacy were searched. Research
literature was drawn primarily from PsycINFO, the numerous databases managed by
EBSCOhost, and the Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC). Numerous informative
articles were found in the fields of military psychology and aviation psychology. The
researchers analyzed these studies to determine how cohesive teams are formed and sustained.
Suggestions are proposed for U.S. Army rotary-wing aircrews based upon the common findings.
The key studies are summarized in an annotated bibliography.

Findings:

The primary dimensions of cohesion gleaned from this review are: (1) Commitment, the
degree of loyalty a member holds for the team and team goals; (2) Communication, the exchange
of information; (3) Cooperation, the motivation of members to work together in the
accomplishment of team goals; and (4) Command, the administrative and managerial role of
directing and sustaining teams. Cohesion generally develops in response to the intentional
actions of team leaders, particularly in their reinforcement of goals and norms and their emphasis
upon ongoing training.
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Utilization ad Dissemination of Findings:

As the military community places increasing emphasis on group-level decision making, it
will be imperative to understand critical team processes and to implement effective strategies for
building cohesive teams. The foundation of these strategies should be empirically based and
comprehensive, assuring that all necessary and sufficient cohesion dimensions are considered.
This report can assist those team-building efforts in the selection of appropriate design and
implementation initiatives.
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COHESION IN MILITARY AND AVIATION PSYCHOLOGY: AN ANNOTATED

BIBLIOGRAPHY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR U.S. ARMY AVIATION

Introduction

Cohesion has been a concern of military leaders throughout time (Siebold, 1999). Ancient
accounts of armies overcoming overwhelming odds through teamwork have served to suggest a
link between cohesion and performance emphasizing the benefits of quality leaders and adopting
team goals. Prior to World War II cohesion was perceived to result from authoritarian
leadership, training together, living together, and functioning in an uncertain environment that
was believed to promote bonding among members in order to survive. Cohesion was an
ambiguous, descriptive term that highlighted the importance of leadership, pride, sense of
purpose, mutual trust, confidence, primary group functions, and teamwork (Siebold).

Cohesion research has experienced tremendous advances since World War II. Dion
(2000) traces the evolution in describing cohesion from ambiguous forces that exert pressure on
groups to remain intact to the more advanced approach of conceptualizing cohesion as an
emergent and multidimensional construct that can be empirically measured. Organizational
psychology and sports research have greatly contributed to the reconceptualization of cohesion
through the recognition that task and interpersonal dynamics appear related to performance
(Carron, Colman, Wheeler, & Stevens, 2002). In general, cohesion can be defined as "a dynamic
process that is reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the
pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs"
(Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213). These findings related to cohesion are applicable
to rotary-wing aircrews even though they face unique risks and require levels of quality
teamwork that might exceed other types of teams.

Aircrews are typically small, experience high risks, and rely upon interdependent input
from team members (Salas, Burke, Samman, 2001b) and the quality of this cohesive teamwork
can determine mission success (Salas, Fowlkes, Stout, Millanovich, & Prince, 1999). Prince and
Salas (1993) proposed Army aviation's research of cohesion should consider "the special
circumstances of the rotary wing tactical missions and the experience level of the aviators who
were to receive the training" (p. 351). Recognizing the unique nature of Army rotary-wing
aircrews, cohesion in these teams is defined as an emergent characteristic resulting from the
multifaceted interaction of task and interpersonal dynamics related to the level of task
commitment, member cooperation, effective communication, and quality leadership present
within the crew. While this definition appears appropriate for Army rotary-wing aircrews it may
not be generalizable to other types of teams.

Purpose

Cohesion has garnered much research attention within military and aviation psychology in
the past decade. For example, Salas, Burke, Bowers, and Wilson (2001a) cite numerous studies
that attribute aviation accidents and mishaps to lapses of crew cohesion. The result has been
increased interest in developing and evaluating teamwork-training programs that can foster
cohesion and improve performance given the high stress and frequent interaction demands



associated with cockpit crews. Ongoing research continues to explore the evolution of cohesion
as technology changes and new generations of aviators require new training strategies to promote
teamwork. There is a need to apply this research to the rotary-wing cockpit since technology and
teamwork structures are changing within the Army. Therefore, this review examines the military
psychology and aviation psychology literature from 1993 to 2003, to identify characteristics
associated with cohesive teams and to apply these principles, where possible, to the unique
environment in which Army helicopter aircrews operate.

Method

In exploring the role that cohesion might play in assisting coordination efforts of rotary-
wing aircrews, ARI conducted a review of the peer-reviewed literature in military and aviation
psychology. Our review included a search of EBSCOhost, PsycINFO, AND DTIC. The terms
"team" and "group" are used interchangeably, even though the use of team often involves a focus
on collective outcomes while the use of group generally focuses on matters related to the
individual or interpersonal dimensions of a collective body (Knouse, 1998; Paris, Salas, &
Cannon-Bowers, 2000). Table 1 summarizes the keywords employed in the conduct of this
review.

Table 1

List of Keywords

Cohesion, teamwork, or crew
and ...
Commitment Communication Leadership styles
Crew coordination Morale Decision-making
Feedback Mental models Training
Aircrews Diversity Cooperation
Social cohesion Task cohesion Performance
Adaptability Responsibility Conflict
Information exchange Roles Cross-training
Trust Performance monitoring Leadership qualities
Self-efficacy Collective efficacy Communication constraints
Team identification Social exchange Stress
Leader personality Leader values Motivation

The annotated bibliography provides a representative sample of the military and aviation
research from 1993 to 2003 that is applicable to the Army helicopter environment since Army
helicopter aircrews are unique teams that function in a technical environment and with high risk
factors (Salas et al., 2001b). Crew coordination research has identified certain behavioral
markers (e.g., decision-making, communication, leadership) commonly associated with effective
aircrews. The literature presented in this review is representative of the vast amount of literature
that exists pertaining to different aspects of teamwork among military and aviation teams.
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Our survey of the research found that much of the information and constructs related to
cohesion in military aircrews fit under at least one of four dimensions. The dimensions include
commitment, communication, cooperation, and command. While these dimensions are not
empirically generated, they do seem to appear in research findings. We are careful to note that
by identifying these four dimensions we are not proposing a new model to explain the
development of cohesion. Rather, we are providing a qualitative review of the literature related
to cohesion among military and aviation teams and are suggesting a taxonomy representing
broad domains of research findings that appear relevant to creating conditions where cohesion
will likely emerge within teams. The four dimensions cited in this report are qualitative
descriptors and will be identified interchangeably as antecedents, components, or aspects
depending upon the context where found. Table 2 provides a brief description of how these
dimensions are defined in this report.

Table 2

The Four Dimensions of Cohesion

* Commitment The level of loyalty a member holds for the team and team goals
* Communication The clear exchange of information
• Cooperation The motivation to work together in the accomplishment of team goals
0 Command The administrative and managerial role of directing and maintaining

teams as they progress in accomplishing established goals

The following summary provides a cross-section of sources from military and aviation
research and explores the four dimensions of cohesion defined in Table 2. Findings are applied
to Army aviation with a comparison between the four dimensions of cohesion cited in this
review and the Army's Crew Coordination Objectives (CCO). A discussion section identifies
limitations and suggests future research. Finally, an annotated bibliography presents findings
pertinent to each of the four dimensions.

Findings

Military and aviation research provides a vast resource of information concerning cohesion
and teamwork. Both fields of research recognize that cohesion is an emergent quality resulting
from specific behaviors within the team such as: a) commitment to task that motivates
interaction leading to increased collective belief or efficacy in the team's ability to be successful
(Shamir, Brainin, Zakay, & Popper, 2000); b) cooperative participation that increases bonding
and creates expectations of member responses under stress (Baker & Salas, 1996; Cannon-
Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1993); c) collaborative and open communication that enhances
situational awareness (Zaccaro, Gualtieri, & Minionis, 1995); and d) effective leadership that
demonstrates interpersonal concern for the team and task-related knowledge (Zaccaro, Rittman,
& Marks, 2001). This section briefly summarizes key findings from military and aviation
psychology. Specific studies are presented more comprehensively in the annotated bibliography
that follows (Appendix A).
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Military Research

Cohesion is commonly accepted as having a positive influence on Soldier performance
(Siebold, 1999). Meta-analytical support exists that suggests a positive link between cohesion
and Soldier perceptions of well-being, job satisfaction, and performance (Oliver, Harman,
Hoover, Hayes, & Pandhi, 1999). Griffith (2002) reported that cohesion builds Soldier
identification with the unit, reduces the likelihood of attrition, and enhances perceptions of
combat readiness. Cohesion's positive influence leads to increased perceptions that the team can
be successful (Shamir et al., 2000).

The functional demonstration of cohesion is typically found in teamwork (Paris et al.,
2000). Identifying characteristics that result in teamwork has led to numerous suggestions of
behaviors that teams should model. The assumption is that teams sharing cohesion-building
characteristics will experience greater morale and collective efficacy, leading to greater
perceptions of the overall performance of the team (Shamir, et al., 2000). Recognizing the
presence of certain behaviors that seem to enhance cohesion has led to the task of designing
teamwork-training programs that instill these behaviors and attitudes (Paris et al., 2000).
Militello, Kyne, Klein, Getchell, and Thordsen (1999) reviewed teamwork models and identified
four components: a) team competencies, b) team identity, c) team planning and decision-
making, and d) team self-management. Considerable research from the military and aviation
fields has identified teamwork concerns such as adaptability, situational awareness, performance
communication and feedback, leadership/team management, interpersonal relations, and
cooperative decision-making (Cannon-Bowers, Tannenbaum, Salas, & Volpe, 1995; Salas,
Burke, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000).

Military cohesion research has historically adopted two different approaches in studying
cohesion and performance (Siebold, 1999). The early approach involved a medical-model
orientation and was adopted by the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research (WRAIR) as well as
the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI). The medical
model examined cohesion from the perspective of identifying symptoms, making a diagnosis,
prescribing a treatment, and following up with the results. WRAIR research found that cohesion
was an emergent characteristic that resulted from positive interactions, shared values, and
common experiences (Ingraham & Manning, 1981). Certain interpersonal traits are essential for
teams to experience the necessary ingredients of teamwork, including trust, loyalty, sense of
pride and high collective efficacy in the team (Marlowe, 1985). The byproduct of these traits
will be greater morale and enhanced commitment (Siebold).

ARI eventually broke with WRAIR and developed a training orientation to studying
cohesion emphasizing outcomes such as performance evaluation (Siebold, 1999). The training
orientation evaluates performance from existing training programs and then modifies existing
programs to see if improved performance results. The influence of social forces (policies,
regulations, norms) is one consideration in the assessment process since they can influence the
quality of cohesion that results (Siebold, 1987, 1993). ARI's research proposed that cohesion
arises from three levels - horizontal, vertical, and organizational. Horizontal cohesion consists
of peer relationships and teamwork. Vertical cohesion is the relationship between leaders and
their subordinates. Organizational cohesion includes pride, attainment of needs and goals, and
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the presence of shared values. The input of these different levels converges to augment or

oppose the emergence of cohesion (Siebold).

Aviation Research

Aviation Psychology has emerged as a research field in its own right largely due to the
unique environment in which aircrews function. Salas et al. (2001b) described aircrews as
command and control teams, because they are small and unique organizational teams that
possess unique risk factors and require a high degree of quality interaction, often in the presence
of high-stress conditions. Reviews of mishap reports revealed that many aviation accidents were
attributable to teamwork failure (Helmreich, Merritt, & Wilhelm, 1999). Many of these
accidents occurred because fears of appearing incompetent within the team resulted in
communication constraints (Brown & Moren, 2003).

A strategy for improving cohesion among aircrews is to provide teamwork training
programs such as Crew Resource Management (CRM). CRM targets identified behaviors
thought to promote teamwork among aircrew members. The behavioral skills covered include:
a) mission analysis, b) decision making, c) communication, d) adaptability/flexibility, e)
situation awareness, f) leadership, and g) assertiveness (Prince & Salas, 1993). The benefits
gained through behavior-based teamwork training include improved crew attitudes (Salas et al.,
1999), enhanced performance (Leedom & Simon, 1995), and greater error management
(Helmreich et al., 1999). Similar training has proven effective with tank crews (Gayman,
Gentner, Canaras, & Crissey, 1996) and civilian aircrews (e.g., Mearns, Flin, & O'Connor,
2001).

Two primary goals of teamwork training programs are to improve cohesion and to develop
the ability to manage errors (Helmreich et al., 1999). If learning to manage crew error is a goal,
then identifying behaviors that mitigate error through improved teamwork merits further
research. Research has shown that crew safety can greatly increase when crews respond to
potential threats with adequate situational awareness, collaborative problem-solving, and
coordinated responses (Helmreich, Wilhelm, Klinect, & Merritt, 2001). Since coordinated
teamwork plays such a significant role, the effort to identify teamwork behaviors has led to the
identification of over 130 different teamwork enhancing skills divided into eight categories:
adaptability, shared situational awareness, performance monitoring, interpersonal relations,
communication, leadership, coordination, and decision-making (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1995).

A core requirement for effective teamwork among aircrews is a mutually shared
understanding of behaviors or the knowledge, skills, and attitudes (KSAs) necessary for effective
teamwork (McIntyre & Salas, 1995). Salas et al. (2001b) suggest that the familiarity resulting
from repeated and positive member interactions leads to the creation of shared mental models.
Shared mental models create a form of implicit coordination that can enable the crew to continue
to function effectively even under high-workload conditions when explicit communication often
decreases. Shared mental models contain individual assumptions, beliefs, and perceptions about
other team members and the team as a whole (Klimoski & Mohammand, 1994) that can allow
individual team members to adapt to changing conditions and potentially assist other members in
completing tasks (Salas et al., 2001b). Klimoski and Mohammand stress that members need to
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be aware of the mental models they share so that breakdowns in teamwork will not occur due to
faulty expectations.

Four Dimensions of Cohesion

The antecedents of cohesion can vary according to the context in which the team
functions. For instance, the goals and risks for military units will likely be different from the
production demands of organizational teams and the win/loss evaluations of sports teams. This
review of cohesion in military and aviation psychology found that cohesion is a multifaceted
construct that could be described as emerging from four primary antecedent dimensions (Figure
1). These dimensions influence the level and quality of cohesion that emerges within teams.
They appear to capture the essence of our definition for cohesion among Army rotary-wing
aircrews as representing a mixture of task and interpersonal dynamics.

Commitment

Cohesion

Communicatiol Cooperation

• Command

Figure 1

Four general dimensions of cohesion
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Commitment

Commitment is the degree of loyalty a member holds for the team and team goals.
Perceptions of commitment begin early in the initial decision to respond to recruitment efforts
because the team promised to provide desired outcomes (Hogg & Abrams, 1993). The process
of identifying with the team and gaining collaborative experience through accomplishing tasks
helps to increase commitment as these positive interactions enhance collective efficacy in the
team's ability (Shamir et al., 2000).

Commitment reflects individual belief in the efficacy of the team can play an important
role in commitment decisions over time (Jordan, Field, & Armenakis, 2002). Collective efficacy
in military units has been linked to perceptions of combat readiness and morale (Shamir et al.
2000). Research involving multinational forces serving as peacekeepers found that collective
efficacy could vary at different levels (i.e., primary team level vs. organizational level) within the
units assigned to places such as Bosnia-Herzegovina (Karrasch, 2003).

Commitment decisions include assessments of attractability between the team and
potential members. Attractability from the perspective of potential members is often based upon
judgments of potential benefits to be gained through team membership. Attractability from the
perspective of the team in selecting potential members often involves a process of matching
individual skills with the demands of the teams. The aviation field, for example, has
experimented with skills testing in pilot selection (Hedge, Bruskiewicz, Borman, Hanson, Logan,
& Siem, 2000). The assumption is that preliminary testing will improve member placement
efforts and enhance performance. Successful teams often begin to create a satisfaction spiral
with productivity fueling member satisfaction as long as member needs continue to be met.

A primary concern in maintaining commitment is that levels of cohesion can fluctuate over
time as the team evolves (Bartone & Adler, 2000). Commitment can diminish if the team
experience becomes negative. Soldier perceptions of the mission seem to influence subsequent
feelings of commitment, morale, and responsibility (Britt, 1996). Stress (Griffith, 2002) and
negative interpersonal dynamics (e.g., conflicts, feelings of betrayal) can quickly erode
commitment to the team. A loss of confidence in team leadership can be a significant setback to
maintaining team commitment. Task-related failures or dysfunctional social dynamics can
cripple the team if it leads to a member's withdrawal of participation in the team, the creation of
factions, the adoption of alternative goals, or rebellion against team leadership (Keyton, 1999).

Organizations like Army aviation can implement strategies that enhance member
commitment to their teams. For example, the aviation industry has implemented safety cultures
as a method for improving commitment among aviators because they potentially enhance
performance and member commitment through demonstrating organizational commitment to
crew welfare and safety (Wiegmann, von Thaden, Mitchell, Sharma, and Zhang, 2003).
Wiegmann et al. (2003) offer that effective safety cultures include five components: a)
organizational commitment, b) management involvement, c) employee empowerment, d) reward
systems, and e) reporting systems. Their study found that pilots and supervisors rated all five
factors as important, but significant variance was reported among pilot assessments of safety
cultures.
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Communication

Communication involves the gathering, managing, and dispersing of information to the
team. Clear communication provides goal clarity, conveys situational awareness, and reinforces
team norms. Military and aviation psychology have demonstrated the need for communication
to be clear and frequent, and for decision-making to allow for feedback. Military teams often
experience high-stress environments where effective communication can mitigate risks to safety
and mission success. The effectiveness of team communication will be governed in large part by
the leader's emphasis on developing and reinforcing the lines of communication within the team.
This will be achieved as teams practice feedback, information exchanges, and decision-making.

Feedback, whether debriefing or as performance monitoring, allows teams the opportunity
to evaluate past performance to determine if adjustments need to be made (Bailey & Thompson,
2000). Productive feedback requires a basic understanding of relevant task and social skills that
are needed in the cockpit (Brannick, Prince, & Salas, 2002). Feedback is one aspect of
information exchange and serves to maintain situational awareness and foster decision-making.

Decision-making is an integral function of team communication. Changing conditions can
produce situations where changes to plans must be made. Strategic planning can be difficult if
decisions are made at different hierarchal levels within the organization because delays and
information gaps can reduce productivity and increase risks (Hollenbeck, Ilgen, LePine, Colquitt,
& Hedlund, 1998). Thomas and Jansen (1996) reported that the growing trend in organizations,
including the military, is to move away from hierarchal decision-making to team self-
management due to efficiency concerns. This shift in decision-making strategy requires that
team members assume new roles and responsibilities for ensuring team goals are accomplished.

Research suggests the most effective teams possess quality decision-making ability
because they have created shared mental models (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1990; 1993).
Leadership plays an important role in creating these mental models when they foster a team
environment that encourages frequent interaction and practice (Zaccaro et al., 2001). Shared
mental models support team communication because familiarity between members creates
expectations of reactions to times of stress or high workload when communication generally
decreases. Mental models allow for reasonable assumptions between members to fill
information gaps when quick decisions must be made.

Communication can diminish in teams due to stress or increased workload. Stress often
results in decreased decision-making quality because direct communication exchanges often
diminish (Zaccaro et al., 1995). The negative influence of stress on decision-making can be
mitigated through training, input, and strengthening member relationships. Cross-training team
members can develop an implicit, though limited, understanding of each member's role
(McCann & Baranski, 2000). Encouraging member input in decision-making can maintain
member involvement in team processes and mitigate the negative influence of increased
workload (Zaccaro et al., 1995). Promoting frequent interactions can strengthen member
bonding, identification with the team, and understanding of member roles. Frequent, positive
member interactions lead to implicit coordination that will enhance decision-making ability
(Kleinman & Serfaty, 1989).
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A leader's failure to encourage communication in the team can lead to verbal constraints
that increase risks for the team (Grice & Katz, 2001). Communication constraints significantly
weaken the mental models that develop since the team communication present does not allow for
critical feedback and discourages member input that challenges the homeostasis of the team or
team leadership. A study of the influence of expressed social support on teams under high
workload or with high levels of role ambiguity found that low or unexpressed social support was
associated with high levels of distress (Bliese & Castro, 1999). Therefore, Army aviation leaders
are encouraged to incorporate and model open communication in the cockpit as a tool for
mitigating risks.

Cooperation

Effective teams rely upon teamwork to accomplish goals. Research has found that many
teamwork competencies are identifiable skills and are trainable strategies (Cannon-Bowers &
Salas, 1998). Teamwork is achieved as members begin to cooperate and coordinate their efforts
by maintaining a task-oriented focus while mitigating the dynamics of interpersonal relationships
within the team (Baker & Salas, 1996). Teamwork training packages have developed in fields
such as aviation and research has sought to identify ways to export teamwork training skills to
varied organizational contexts where teams function (Flin & Martin, 2001). These training
packages often experience developmental changes as new technology can change the dynamics
at work within the team (Helmreich et al., 1999).

The task-oriented emphasis of cooperation highlights factors that contribute to a team's
accomplishment of goals. This occurs through attributes such as role assignments, shared mental
models, and feedback. These attributes are captured in the skills stressed by CRM, which has
been found to improve performance, while reducing human error, among teams such as aircrews
(Nullmeyer & Spiker, 2003).

The interpersonal feature of cooperation involves a commitment among members to
mitigate social distractions. Unresolved conflicts can reduce task commitment as members seek
to restore emotional homeostasis in the team. Diversity can serve as a distraction if members fail
to recognize the benefits of diverse skills and experiences as a positive contribution to the team
(Knouse, 2001). Perceptions of disloyalty or betrayal by team members or team leadership can
serve to destroy cooperativeness. If members do succumb to social distraction a common
response is to overtly or covertly withdraw effort and input in the team.

Cooperation can be encouraged by team history and what the team represents. Historically
successful teams generally inspire confidence in those assessing the desirability of membership.
Past success can produce assumptions of future success and engender perceptions of stability and
confidence in team goals and roles. Early success can promote member bonding and potentially
serve to mitigate the negative influence of diversity perceptions (Niebuhr, Knouse, & Dansby,
1994). Successful teams can represent improved status and promise to meet the affective needs
of members. Army aviation has the benefit of possessing a successful history as an organization
and offers aviators the opportunity to join an elite community of individuals. Building upon
these history and status benefits, Army aviation leaders can encourage cohesion by orchestrating
early successes, encouraging cooperation, modeling open communication, providing adequate
training, and reinforcing the team's sense of efficacy.
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